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MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT

FROM:

THRU:

Continuation of Immediate Removal at Shaffer Chemical Site in 
Minden, West Virginia -- ACTION MEMORANDUM

/'y r—>

Timothy Fields, Jr., Di rector
Emergency Response Division // * ( < [)£

William N. Hedeman, Jr., Director^ ^/jv- 
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response"

I

TO: J. Winston Porter 
Assistant Administrator

Attached is a request from the Regional Administrator, Region III, for 
continuation of immediate removal activities beyond the $1 million statutory: 
limit at the Shaffer Chemical Site in Minden, West Virginia.:

While solvent extraction, the alternative selected for this site, is. 
costlier than the option of offsite landfill disposal, it should be noted 
that the estimated cost difference is less then $300,000. This relatively 
small price is justified in light of the benefits discussed below.

Given the potential future environmental' damage that would result from 
a release from the landfill to which the PCB materials were sent, tne 
alternative of solvent extraction, which would render the material harmless, 
appears to be the most long-term cost-effective and environmentally prudent 
selection. Moreover, EPA is experiencing increasing difficulty in landfill 
disposal of hazardous wastes, particularly PCBs, not only from the point 
of the numoer of landfills which are consistently out of RCRA compliance, 
out also because of increasingly negative public reactions to landfilling 
such materials.

Recommendation

Based upon information submitted by Region III, conditions at this site 
meet the criteria for continuation of Immediate Removal set forth in Section 
104(c) of CERCLA and Section 300.65 of the National Contingency Plan. I 
recommend that you grant an exemption from the $1 million statutory limit for 
tne subject removal action for a ceiling increase of $1,530,000, of which 
$1,500,000 will be used for cleanup contractors, and to establish a new 
project ceiling/of $2,300,000. ’ '

Approve:
y

Date;
V -

Di sapprove: Date;
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OFFICE or 

GENERAL. COUNSEL

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM

J. Winston Porter 
Assistant Administrator for-

Solid Waste and Emergency Response (WH-562A)
' obb' ' '

Lisa K. Friedman t-f-lr- u
Associate General^Counsel (LE-132S)

SUBJECT: Shaffer Chemical Site: Removal
Extension Request

We have reviewed the request for an extension of the 
Shaffer Chemical Site removal action and believe that, except 
as noted below, it does not present any significant legal 
issues.

The region is seeking authorization to use a. solvent 
extraction process (at a cost of $1.53 million) to deal with 
the PCB wastes rather than to dispose of them in an off-site 
landfill (at a cost of SI.31 million). The region believes 
that it is worth spending an extra $.22 million on the sol­
vent extraction process because the wastes will be incinerated 
(which represents a permanent solution) rather than landfilled. 
In light of the small incremental price, we believe this is 
a reasonable justification. However, since we expect the 
incremental costs of permanent solutions to be larger at 
other sites, it would be advisable to develop guidance on 
when, and the extent to which, additional expenditures for 
permanent, solutions are appropriate.



* "' M tNV,RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION III

Dk„ J4.1 C^esmut Building 
Hadeiphla, Pennsylvania 19107

SUBJECT: Exemption Request for CERCLa
I«Mdi«e Removal Action M chZ s£22t 
Equlpwot Site, Mlndan, tfe.£ -*"®r

FROM:

TO:

•THRU:

DATE:
AUG 1 5 1985

Fm^rrt E‘ Caron* On-Scene 
Emergency Response Section

James M. Seif 
Regional Administrator (3RA00)

R,„Wa”«r8u«. Director
Hazardous Waste Management Division

Attached for your review ia ... 
exemption ttquest for immediate fundIng «d 91,000,000
•bow .ite. Th. coatlnu,d r,.pon,. ” tlon“°?f. e1,'g '0"d“«'J « the

cn.it.1"*

total project8ceili!Jflto°$2f300^000?° bein* re<tue#t«d. bringing the

£orward*itdirectlyCto *7' Met8 *ith ^ approval,

the Office of Solid Waste’and Em^«J!™6»ter‘ A88lstanc Administrator of 
approval. ' W and Eiwr««ncy Response, for his review and

Attachment’



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION III

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

°^niAL

SUBJECT:eun^nUatlon o£ ReBOVal Activities at the 
Shaffer Equipment Company, Site, Mlnden, W.V

DATE: m 1 5 1985
FROM: James M. Sei. 

Regional Ada strator (31 10)

T0: Winston Porter* Asaiatant Administrator
ror Solid Waste and Emergency Response (WH-562A)

THRU: William N, Hedeman, Jr,, Director
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response (WH-584)

ATTENTION: Timothy Fields, Director

Emergency Response Division (WH-548E)

Issue

■«, iaBne<*iate response actions are estimated to exceed the
the aita°2 8t‘Ju5ory 3ittlt and further actions to control and stabilize 
the CMSrahIIn0J be_und*rt*lcen unless an exemption to Section. 104(c) of
of 1980PfCM?T8ii*4EnVirOnninCai Reflponae Compensation and Liability Act 
of 1980 (CERCLA) is granted and an Increase in the project ceilina is
to^comBier*1^estimated that an additional $1,530,000 will be^equired 
to complete the removal action, s

Statutory Criteria

$i OOO^inn00 CERCLA limits Federal Emergency Response to
$1,000,000 unless three basic criteria are met:

1*’ Continu«<i response actions are immediately required to mitiaate 
an emergency. . • •

2. There is an immediate risk to public health and the environment.

3. Such assistance will not otherwise be provided on a timely basis.
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Background ...

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region III, initiated
ITIZIUV10* °? D^Bber 26’ 198A’ t0 »“““** olhe^le i'blte

ooairhi1^ d >1®nif5CAnt ri8k of harm to human life and the environment* 
S ;d,br h8,pr!8-ce 0f ^y^ormated Biphenyls (PCB) at extremely 
high levels in both electrical equipment and soils onsite. This action
Z'lllTl1, “ ««v.l «tl™ MMr.ndu. bj ““

15® 1985 S;cemt,*r 19Ml (Att.ch.d). On February .
‘dditional funding request was approved to continue operations

" • ,® 8Approximately $720,000 has been expended from the $800,000
total project ceiling. Work performed to date includes the followings

1. Measuring and sampling of.transformers, capacitors, drums, soils 
and water, both on and offsite,

2. Establishment of initial measures to contain a severe offsite
migration problem.

3. Remove, transport and dispose of PCB containing transformers, i
capacitors and drums. .

4. Excavation and staging of an estimated 4000 cubic yards of 
contaminated soils.

5i Backfill and regrade of excavated site.

Discussion

' , Th® S!?a^f*r: Shipment Site is located on the flood plain of-Arbuckle
Creek which has .a normal flow of approximately idO-V galioaa per minute. 
ff18/!!6* floods, on the average of seven times per year. Recent past 
flood history has been major in scope, fully involving the Shaffer Site 
and forcing evacuations downstream. Evidence of stream scouring and 
flood damage on the Shaffer property indicates that a major flood event 
would carry contaminants dirsctly into the residential area,

. *he osc bas determined- that removal and disposal of all PCB containing 
transformers, capacitors, drums and contaminated soils la the most 
appropriate action to eliminate the direct contact threat posed by the 
presence of high levels of PCB contamination in soils onsite. Initial, 
efforts have halted PCB migration offsite into the nearby Arbuckle Creek. 
This offsite migration of PCB has been detected in residential^ backyards 
as far as one mile downstream, carried there by past flood events and 
resultant sediment deposition. Presently, the contaminated soils are 
staged in a temporary clay lined holding cell located in the flood 
plain of Arbuckle Creek.
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Site characteristics and
area.

property ownership dictated this soil staging

in a Um«I**fa,hionJ0 ““h* lsn<iflU* to •«•;! haiardoua vu» macerlal

«“*•. *?*-'111«w

Ala baa. ■ Importation .oat. ar. prohibit Sml^in'^h"....

EPA “^.7.'tmr«oTo£lbJLlti: “ a'1"" *««* -har.
e considered a generator of. the hasardous waste material.

Tn thma

.■«.sr;,:n_r ssjs?ri=sr*sjsiris“

1.
2.
3.
4 a
5.
6.

KinTJ!<!.Re*A <J'4’,pro“t* r,80ur=* conaarvatlon and racovery). 
Mlninia. 0f ,.lu,bl. oPf.it. land (raaourcaa). *
Elimtnapa ““"Ptttatlon coat, to dl.po.ai fadlltlaa.

El£i“t! EPA iLSff,'1 Wh“ Cr*n>port1”8 baaardoua oat,rials, 
ciiainat^ EPA liability as a generator should landfill fail
Promote innovative' state-of-the-art technology.

of ,!i! ??? P,vl,,“d dlff«t.nt altarnatlya t.oA-oi.,... i0 tarn.

»lch lnLtrUXl‘mi!’m,r.Sdg“;m«C'«^,,*to0““,!tJ,V*r*t“de

« q 5e!” . R *nd th* TAI contractor to develop and review a
ContaminHS?drs«i?STtht t<sch“olo«r wview. This report entitled "PCB 
reqi«J“ Soil Treatment/Disposal Alternatives- is attached to this

The following technologies were reviewed:

1. Mobile Incineration with a Rotary Kiln 
Z. Microwave Plasma Detoxification 
3. High Temperature Fluid Hell 
4* Solvent Extraction (onsite)
5* Solvent Extraction (in situ)
6. Decontamination of aoils using Franklin Solvent

» Solvent Extraction using the Accurex Process
8. Slurry Wall



9. Grouting -
10* Mlcroencapsulation
11. Macroencapsulation
12. Fixation/Stabilization
13. Hazardous Vaste Landfill (onsite)
14. Hazardous Waste Landfill (offsite)
15. Incineration offsite.

Due to site conditions, the nature of the contaalnant and the loca­
tion of the site (flood plain), many of the onaite alternatives are not 
appropriate since confidence in the integrity of structures and or 
stabilization is questionable. Since the site is unstable, that is, 
flooding occurs regularly, it is necessary to remove the contaminant or, 
at a minimum, reduce the level of the contaminant. With this in mind, 
review by both the OSC and the above mentioned organizations have - 
Identified only three disposal options that are leasable, cost effective, 
environmentally sound and immediately available. These three options are:

1* Mobile Incineration with a Rotary Kiln (onsite)
2. Solvent Extraction (onsite)
3. Hazardous Waste Landfill (offsite).

It should be noted that many of the other alternatives considered 
appear to be attractive; however, in most cases the processes are in design 
or demonstration phases of development. Use onsite at this time would 
require large capital outlay and would not be timely. Attached is a two 
page comparison sunmary sheet which lists all the considered alternatives.

Each of the three identified viable alternatives were evaluated as
- follows; 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Technical Feasibility.
2. Cost ■
3. Time to complete project
4. Environmental Effectiveness
5. Cotmerclal availability
6. Institutional factors (i.e. permits)
7. Material handling factors
8. Public acceptability
9. Monitoring, requirements (real time - long term)
10. Non-site specific application.

Costs and time scales for eaeh alternative are presented below:

Alternative #1 - Offsite Hazardous Waste Landfill

This option as described in the PCB regulations requires a proper PCS 
permitted disposal facility. At present, only two facilities are available 
within a reasonable distance from this site. These are the Chemical Waste 
Management Landfill in Emelle, Alabama, and the SCA Landfill in Model 
City, New York, Of the two landfills, the Emelle location is more 
desirable since transportation costs are considerably less. (See attached 
report for more detailed analysis.)
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cuMe°^sr0Cl*ted ’lth thlt 0Ptl0” *” “ I011'”'
(total 4,000

1. Total Cost at fill
2. Transportation Coat
3. Labor (loading ate,)
4. TAT/USCG/AST
5. EPA

Total Estimated Coats

$680,400 ($162/ton plus 5X tax)
525,000 (700 miles 8 $3/mile)
80.000 (approx. 14 days)
20.000
5,000

$1,310,400

Time to completion is estimated at 14 days upon approvals at the fill. 

Alternative #2 - Mobile Incineration Vith a Rotary min

option requires a properly permitted mobile unit. At present
manner. These «e the^PA^bll* P0t?ntU1 o£ b8in« «PP«ved inPa timely 

Anes® ara tne EPA mobile Incinerator, presently tied uo in
pr...ntli °BM,J “n,U op,r*te<i by EKSCO. The EHSC0 unit 1«
prynnuy ey.ll,ble. Cost a ...enlaced with thl, option «. w follow.:

1. Total Cost of incineration
? i(fw fer po“nf " 60 to 90 days at 6,000 lb/hour)
2. Labor (material handling)

($2,000/day)
3. TAT - USCC/AST
4. EPA

Total Estimated Costs

$1,600,000.00

180,000.00:

20,000.00
10.000.00

$1,810,000.00

free hc“ 50 d,!'S UPOT p«"»

Alternative jfj - aoivent Extraction

hv hJJ18 °?ti0n ”quirea * TSCA approval, which has already been granted 
by headquarters. (See attached letter dated July 3, 1985 from Epa Hatre 'i

iniUStTy and EPA indicat® that this option™* 
both technically and monetarily, PCB removal effleiencv han k,,.
report**)^ncex®eg* of J5* utilizing the proposed technique. (See attached 
report.) Costs associated with this option are as follows: accacned

This will be a two phased project:

$ 100,000
Cost
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2. After satisfactory activities under Phase 1, the following is a breaks 
down of items and cost associated with the total remaining activities/

Cost -

1. Total Treatment/Extraction Costs 
(includes labor and handling of soils and solvent recycle)

2. Solvent Costa (MEOH and Freon)
3. Incineration of Recovered Sludge 

(10,000 gallons @ $10,00/ gallon offsite)
4. TAT - USCC/AST
5. EPA .

Total Estimated Costs of Phase I and II

Total time to complete project is 60-90 days. The system is ready 

now pending fund approvals;

Conclusions

The investigation into alternative disposal techniques was prompted 
by the problems surrounding the landfilling of hazardous waste, as described 

on page three,

Onsite incineration presents problems in both approval requirements 
and public acceptability. Technically, it is the most sound option, since more 
complete destruction is achieved. However, public acceptability is a 
problem. The 0SC requested an opinion from the 8tate of West Virginia 
regarding the use of this option. The State is not in favor for two 
reasons: public opinion and the physical location of this site. The site 
is located in a valley surrounded by three large ridges. Air pollution, 
if it occurred, would concentrate in the valley area placing the population 

at risk.

Onsite solvent extraction using a closed system has several 
benefits, including public acceptability. All approvals required: are 
easily secured and in fact have already been issued. PCB recoveries are 
in excess of 95X. The proposed system design will achieve a PCB recovery 
which will result in remaining PCB concentrations in the range of 0-25 
ppm in extracted soils*. A complete outline and analysis of this system
iB attached. A flow chart and schematic of the system is also included.

A six month exemption request has been submitted under separate cover. 

Proposed Actions

Utilising new onsite treatment technologies, the proposed action 

will involve:

$1,100,000

300.000
100.000

20,000
10,000

$1,530,000



?3 '91 @5:43 VS EPA/FC BLDb
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1. Denonatration ooalte of the toll extraction syete. to tnclud.^^^

^SfUS'ivinlS^h. Pci* ext race Ion* and "0 idantlfy any environment.! 

UMCt which might occur a. a raault of tha procaaa.

2. 'On.lt. treatment of tha aatimatad 
Mil utilitin, tha .oil advent ..traction
in an aatimatad 10,000 gallon, of concentrated PCB aluOi.,

3. Either offaltaflralfaclllty
onsite, destruction/detoxifieation. This ons t d aolten salt

s^^s,s.;s.,.vs!"^=s.“.ss w—.
, .ooo.a action, at. .-.dlat.lv required to mitigate

an emergency.

An aatimatad 2.000 pecpl. live “«»;;«“■ rta
site.- At present, due to J iocm?e<i in the flood plain of
4,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil Btream banka. This stream
At buckle creak. £*£.%££.. * analyd. °£

commonly flows at an estimated :3,000 g . can flood on the average
past flood history indicates thatr^^*lly thS stream and the watershed 
It three to seven times a year. ^^f^^eswhich commonly result in 
are surrounded on three j invoive the Shaffer Equipment
flash flooding. A serious flood eve d,itruction of the integrity of 
Company, property and would re®'J carryout of contaminated soils down- 
the holding cell and the c” \ Mt history indicates that
chi^haa^already %£?.%£*» L ba.i feued la r.ald.url.1 backyard.

as high as 17 ppm.

The Centers for DJ#t***hC°“J!°1 pjesent^n imiiileIeCaIidiaignifleant 

high levels encountered^at contaminated soil still remains onsite,
public health threat ^^ h hly contaminate^.o ^ ^ ^ of thl.

^n=d EuSr^tly toward and into the residential area.

3.
distance will not otherwise be provided on a timely basis.

The responsible parties have dJjJJ“J0tJ0UjJ!rtThI CERCLA enforcement
at this site, due t0 fStable tffot^on investigating other possible 
section has spent con8J;dJ”b . second property owner who owns a small

r.tbrvl-.btrra.pUbf. partfa. be,, baa.
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owns^only a^small^ortion^f ^the^ffeeted^rea?*1 C° **' SinCe he

handle a aiee*ofMJi!'magnitude. “°e haVe the n«ces8ary resources to

PtiomSu 1\to‘**“** - the National

site for possible "S^lanP^°n^1 ar* Pre»««ly scoring this 
iamediate action! 00 of the NPL; however, there is « need for more

■Request for Ceiling Wsa«.

.>* atnui°* 

■j&iK&xr* *n in"eM*111 ^
Recommendations

c°™ur in^the $ l^iiiio^gxemptio^CCERCLA^OAIcK ^fonm1nd that Y°*

to coitJnue^eilrgency re^onse^StioM-Td^ltf3°,00° ^tra““™*> weded 

to public health. nd mitigate this immediate threat

»ch.°^1^I:rchi:rs':LLdl?>,>ptr * •tgntn« bei°»- **

dor.no. of th. pcopcn «d .pno*vn10Sf JiTSkTSuSL.T4

DISAPPROVAL
Date




